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A. Introduction 
 
The modern family characterized by clear division of gender roles, ideally anchored by 
love, and centered on the nurturing of children has been in the making for more than a 
century (Shorter, 1975; Aries, 1980; Beaujot, 2000). But, no sooner did it reach its zenith 
in the 1950s when it started to unravel and move towards what Stacey (1990: 16-19) 
describes as the post-modern family whose ideal form is still undefined.  
 
The transformation is seen to have started in the 1960s that also brought about a 
transition from child-centered to adult-centered relationship (Aries, 1980), the second 
sexual revolution with the widespread availability of effective contraception (Shorter, 
1975), and the beginning the Second Demographic Transition that has continued until 
today (Lesthaeghe, 1995). Underpinning the change is the feminist movement and the 
increase in the participation of women in the labour force.  
 
Like several Western countries there has been a transformation of Canadian families with 
significant changes occurring in family formation mainly through widespread practice of 
cohabitation, and in dissolution of marriage. Family transformation has resulted in 
varying and myriad life course trajectories of both men and women. A normatively 
preferred trajectory, that is, one that starts from labour-force entry, then,  home-leaving, 
marriage, childbearing, launching of children, nest-emptying, and retirement from work, 
is experienced by fewer persons as common-law union, divorce and union re-formation 
become more common.  
 
Currently, there does not seem to be identifiable life course trajectories that predominate 
over all other possible life course trajectories. This is particularly true for young cohorts 
who are still in the process of going through the early phases of their life course. 
However, for the older cohorts, say, the 1926-45 birth cohorts who are the focus of this 
study, it is possible to trace their life course through the lens of a nuclear family cycle. 
Many in these older cohorts have formed their families before the rapid changes in the 
1960s. A look into their life course could provide a useful benchmark to track the 
changes in the life course of the younger cohorts.  
 
To provide a background to the study, we first discuss the evolution of the concept and 
measurement of “family life cycle”. We then move on to describe our data and methods, 
present the results of our analysis, and conclude with implications of our findings.  
 
 
 
B. Family Life Cycle and the Life Course: Concepts and Measurement Issues 
 
The family life cycle was a concept that captured the stages of a modern nuclear family, 
before its transformation into several types of families.  Paul Glick’s The Family Cycle 
(1947) is a classic demographic study wherein he presented the median age of husband 
and wife at each stage of the cycle from first marriage to death of husband or wife, based 
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on census data of the United States in 1890 and 1940. Glick and his colleagues did other 
studies updating their analysis, and in later years, taking into account changes in the 
families such as divorce and remarriage (Glick, 1977; Glick and Norton, 1973). Rodgers 
and Witney (1981) made a similar study for Canada, and compared median ages with 
those of the United States, using census data from as far back as the 1880s until 1971.  
  
The contribution of Glick’s work was the identification of the basic model of family life 
cycle, which was clearly recognized as significant, so much so that the phases of the 
cycle were given names by a World Health Organization study group (Hohn, 1987, citing 
Statistical Indices, 1976) as follows: Formation, Extension, Completed Extension, 
Contraction, Completed Contraction, and Dissolution.  However, by the 1980s, both the 
concept and the measurement of family life cycle have been criticized for their 
limitations, the main one being its inadequacy to describe the changes that have happened 
to families.  To capture the various types of families, Hohn (1987) identified as many as 
40 types of family life cycles taking into account the presence of children, marital 
dissolution and re-marriages. She notes that for practical purposes, the 40 could be 
reduced to 12 types, each having its own phases for which measures such as median ages 
could be calculated. With so many varieties, the concept of “family life cycle” has itself  
become inappropriate as some do not in fact constitute a family as commonly understood 
(for example, “Never married without children”). The shift to a “life course” concept as 
proposed by Elder (Elder, 1987; Giele and Elder, 1998) has thus become inevitable.   
 
As for measurement of the phases of family cycle, a criticism of the methods used by 
Glick and others is summed up by Feichtinger (1987: 81) as follows: “the differences 
between successive means of ages or durations are meaningless, since the succession of 
averages applies to a continually changing set of persons” (emphasis, ours).  We see this 
as a criticism of the data, mainly census together with vital statistics data, as much as a 
criticism of the methods of calculation of average ages.  The census and vital statistics 
data collected at different points in time are necessarily cross-sectional, and the indirect 
means of estimation made use of different subsets of data for calculation of say, age at 
first marriage, age at birth of first child, etc. The use of longitudinal biographical data 
could be a response to this problem as they could “define reasonably homogeneous 
groups as regards marriage and fertility” and allow the use of a cohort approach (Hohn, 
1987: 70).  
 
In this study, we take a cohort approach to examine the events identified as phases in the 
family life cycle - mainly, family formation (first marriage), extension (birth of first child 
or alternatively, start of parenthood), completed extension (birth of last child), contraction 
(home-leaving of first child), completed contraction (home-leaving of last child or 
empty-nesting) - making use of longitudinal retrospective data gathered through a 
survey1. We focus on Canadians born from 1926 to 1945, the cohorts preceding the baby 
boomers. While some in these cohorts have experienced family changes, many more have 
gone through its “golden age”. That is, they have not experienced cohabitation, few have 
gone through divorce, many women did not enter the labour force, and they had more 
                                                 
1  We considered including the last phase, Dissolution, but our data did not allow the estimation of age at 
widowhood given that less than 50% in the cohorts are widows or widowers.  
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children than the younger cohorts. We trace the life course trajectories of men and 
women through the identified family cycle, and in addition, include the start of regular 
work and leaving the parental home as these two events are closely linked to the timing 
of entry into family life.  
 
Further, we examine the differences by social status in timing and trajectories on the 
assumption that the experience of family life even among these older cohorts has not 
been homogenous.  Based on our knowledge that events such as marriage, fertility, and 
mortality are affected by family and individual resources, we think it worthwhile to 
examine the timing of the various phases of the family life by social status.  
 
 
C. Data and Methods 
 
The 2001 General Social Survey on Family History is a country-wide survey of 
Canadians aged 15 and older, excluding residents of Yukon, Northwest Territories, and 
Nunavut and full-time residents of institutions (Statistics Canada, 2003). The survey was 
conducted by Statistics Canada with a representative sample of 24300 respondents and 
gathered information on the respondent’s family such as those pertaining to parents and 
children, about biographical histories of education, work, and unions through both 
common-law and marriage, and on various socioeconomic characteristics. For this study, 
we analyze the data on 2000 men and 2700 women who were born in 1926 to 1945; that 
is, were between the ages of 56 to 75 as of the survey date. Our analysis makes use of 
retrospective information on ages at which events such as marriage, births of children, 
and home-leaving of children were experienced.  
 
The analysis of trends is made by 5-year birth cohorts; however, for the analysis 
involving social status we make use of 10-year birth cohorts as the number of cases is 
small in some social status sub-groups of 5-year birth cohorts.   
 
Two parental variables, mother’s education and father’s occupation when the respondent 
was aged 15 were used to derive the social status variable. Parental social status is 
relevant to the respondents’ early life transitions, which in turn impact on subsequent life 
events. We ranked mother’s education and father’s occupation into low, middle, and high 
and then combined to obtain the social status variable2.  Where mother’s education is 
                                                 
2 Mother’s education was ranked as low (some high school or lower), middle (high school graduate or some 
post-secondary) or high (post-secondary graduate or higher). And, based on the prestige scores established 
by Goyder, Thompson, and Dixon (2003) and applied to the Standard Occupational Classification provided 
in the survey, father’s occupations was ranked as follows: Low (Sales and Services Occupations, 
Occupations Unique to Processing and Manufacturing, Occupations Unique to Primary Industry), Middle 
(Trades, Transport, and Equipment, Business, Finance, and Administrative Occupation, Artistic, Culture, 
Recreational, Sport, and Occupations in Social Sciences, Education) and High (Management Occupations, 
Natural and Applied Sciences, and Health Occupations). The two rankings were added and the final social 
status rank was assigned as follows: low (1,2), middle (3,4), high (5,6). A score of one is possible when 
information on mother’s education is missing.  
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missing, the measurement of social status is based only on father’s occupation. Where 
both mother’s education and father’s occupation were missing, social status was imputed 
from the information on the respondent’s education and occupation, and as it turned out, 
almost all of them were assigned to either low or middle social status.  
 
As for the methods, we constructed single-decrement life tables of various events using 
SPSS by 5-year birth cohorts from 1926-31 to 1941-45, and by social status for two 10-
year birth cohorts, 1926-35 and 1936-45.  In the discussion of the results from these life 
tables, we mainly present median age at the experience of events from start of regular 
work to the last child’s leaving the parental home.   
 
To trace the trajectories through the family life cycle phases (also referred to here as 
“states”), we used LIFEHIST, a program that allows the tracing of pathways through 
various “state space”, which in this case, starts from leaving one’s parental home to the 
last child’s leaving home (or empty nesting).  This procedure assumes that past history is 
important, a non-Markovian assumption. It is essentially a multiple-decrement life table 
technique that estimates conditional probabilities of transition to each state and mean 
duration of stay in each state (Rajulton, 2001). The product of a series of conditional 
probabilities yields the probability of experiencing a selected trajectory; and the sum of 
the mean duration for a series of states provides the age at which a trajectory is traversed.  
 
Fractional sampling weights are used in all the statistical procedures as Statistics Canada 
uses complex sampling procedures for its surveys (Statistics Canada, 2003).  
 
 
D. Results of Single-Decrement Life Table Analysis: Timing of Family Life Cycle  
by Birth Cohort 
 
As seen in Table 1 and Figure 1A, the results from single-decrement life tables, a man 
born in 1926-30 typically started work at about 18 years old, left his parent’s home at 22, 
married at age 26, became a parent at 28 and continued having children until age 36. His 
first child left home when he was age 50 and his last child left when he was 59. He retired 
from work at almost 66 years old. A man born 15 year later (in 1941-45) started work a 
year later at 19 years old but experienced the other family life events at younger ages so 
that his nest had emptied by 55, or 4 years earlier than that of a man born 15 years earlier.  
The median age at retirement could not as yet be estimated as members of this cohort 
would have been just around 56-60 years old by 2001.  
 
The main factor affecting the change in the life course over the 15 year period is the 
decrease in the number of children that is reflected in the shorter period between the start 
of parenthood and the birth of the last child (or, the completed extension period, to use a 
family cycle term). As we know from other sources, this decline in fertility has not been 
reversed in subsequent cohorts. 
 
As expected, a woman born in 1926-30 experienced the family life cycle phases at 
younger ages than her male counterpart (Table 1 and Figure 1B). A typical woman left 
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her home at about 21 years old, married at 23, became a mother at 25 and stopped child-
bearing ten years later. Her first child left when she was 46 and her last child when she 
was 56.  While many of these women would not have entered the work force, quite a 
number would have done so at a median age of 19. The work experiences of these 
women would not have been as regular as those of the men’s and thus, the estimates of 
the median age at retirement for all the older 3 cohorts did not seem “robust” and are 
therefore not shown.  
 
A woman born 15 years later, in 1941-45, experienced the family life cycle events at 
younger ages; that is, a typical woman of this cohort married at 22, became a mother at 
24, ceased child-bearing at 30, and had an empty nest by 52 years of age. Obviously, the 
same fertility decline that shortened the period of parenting of men holds true for women 
as well. Unlike the fertility decline, however, the declining age at marriage (or family 
formation) and age at parenthood (extension) of both men and women have been reversed 
in subsequent cohorts such that by the cohorts born in the 1961-80, men married at about 
age 31 and women at age 28 (Ravanera and Rajulton, 2004).  
 
The other trends that started in these four 5-year birth cohorts that continued in 
subsequent younger cohorts are those pertaining to start of regular work and home-
leaving. As seen Table 1, in the oldest cohort, men started regular work at about 18 but 
left home only at about age 22, indicating that they probably were contributing to their 
family of origin’s income before moving on to form their own families. In the succeeding 
5-year birth cohorts until 1941-45, the age at start of regular work increased whereas the 
age at home-leaving decreased.  The increasing trend in the start of regular work 
continued in subsequent cohorts such that by the 1961-80 birth cohorts, both men and 
women start regular work only at about 24 years whereas home-leaving remained 
relatively stable and is about 22 years for this young cohort although the age at final 
home-leaving of the younger cohorts might yet increase given the trend towards returning 
after having left the parental home (Ravanera and Rajulton, 2004). Underlying these 
changes are several factors such as the longer period of education, the labour conditions 
that are probably not favorable for the young, and inter-generational transfers that now 
flow more from the older to the younger generation.  
 
E. Results of Analysis: Trajectories to Empty-Nest by Birth Cohort 
 
The results from the single-decrement life tables for each of the events in family life 
(discussed above) are derived from all cohort members for early life events of work start 
to child-bearing, and from all those who ever had children for the later life events of 
children’s home-leaving.  However, we do know that not all members go through these 
phases – some of them may not have married at all, others did marry but did not have 
children, etc.  The trajectory analysis refines the measures of family life cycle allowing 
for variation in the order in which the phases (also technically referred to here as “states”) 
of family life are experienced. The results of the analysis are dependent on the states that 
are included in the analysis.  The more the number of states, the greater will be the 
possible number of trajectories, but also the more demanding of computational facility (in 
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this case, computer memory required increases dramatically with each additional state) 
and possibly, the loss of conceptual clarity in interpretation of results.  
 
In this analysis, we confined the trajectory analysis to six family life cycle phases (or 
states): leaving the parental home (launching), first marriage (formation), first birth 
(extension), last birth (completed extension), home-leaving of first child (contraction), 
and, home-leaving of last child (completed contraction).  Conceivably, we could include 
other family cycle phases that would reflect the changes in the family such as 
cohabitation, divorce, and re-marriage. As stated earlier, however, we assumed that few 
in these cohorts have experienced these excluded phases. More importantly, the number 
cases in the 5-year birth cohorts are not large enough to distinguish more predominant 
trajectories other than what we have captured in the current analysis.  
 
The results of the trajectory analysis are shown in Tables 2A and 2B. One predominant 
trajectory to empty-nesting is: (1) Home-leaving (or launching) →  First Marriage 
(formation) →  First Birth (extension) →  Last Birth (completed extension) →  Home-
leaving of First Child (contraction) →  Home-leaving of Last Child (completed 
contraction). The other common trajectory reversed the order of First Marriage and 
Home-Leaving, that is, the person married first, then left home and went on to the other 
states of family cycle. The results for these two are further discussed below. Trajectories 
other than these two were followed by few members of the cohorts.  For example, one 
that started with parenthood (birth of first child) without going through first marriage or 
leaving home had a first transition probability of only 0.05 in the 1926-30 birth cohort of 
men (see row 3 of Tables 2A and 2B). Likewise, those who did not go through family 
extension or completed extension – that is, those who did not have children or those who 
had only one child - went through pathways not common to these cohorts.  
 
Thirty per cent of men born in 1926-30 went through the most common trajectory of 
Home-leaving →  First Marriage →  First Birth →  Last Birth →  Home-leaving of First 
Child →  Home-leaving of Last Child (see the row labelled “Probability of Trajectory” in 
Table 2A).  A man who went through this pathway left home at 21 years, he married 
almost 6 years later, and became a father about 2 years after marriage. For the next 7 
years, he had more children, the first one of whom left when he was 48 and the last one 
when he was almost 57 years old.  On the whole, he lived with children – that is, from 
birth of first child to home-leaving of last child - for about 28 years (see the row labelled 
“Length of Parenting” in Table 2A). 
 
The proportion of men who went through this trajectory increased to 34% in the next 
birth cohort, 1931-35, but decreased thereafter so that only about 21% of men born 15 
years later in 1941-45 went through this trajectory. As noted in the results of the single-
decrement life tables, the biggest change over cohorts born 15 years apart is the 
decreasing period of family extension brought about by less number of children, which in 
turn decreased the period of family contraction. Thus, a man born in 1941-45 went 
through the trajectory at a shorter period so that his “nest” had emptied by age 53 and the 
length of time spent with children was just about 25 years.  
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In comparison to the first trajectory, the proportion of men was lower for those who 
married first before leaving their parents’ home – that is, those who went through First 
Marriage (formation) →  Home-leaving (or launching) → First Birth (extension) →  Last 
Birth (completed extension) →  Home-leaving of First Child (contraction) →  Home-
leaving of Last Child (completed contraction). Many of these men left right after 
marriage as indicated by the less than a year’s duration in between first marriage and 
home-leaving, especially among the cohorts born after 1930. In general, men who 
traversed this trajectory completed their family contraction at a later period and spent 
more time living with their own children compared to those who went through the first 
trajectory. Among the cohorts born after 1930, for example, their length of parenting was 
about 2 years longer in this trajectory; their children stayed with them longer, just as they 
have stayed longer in their parental homes.  
 
For women, the most common trajectory in the oldest cohort was the one wherein women 
left home only after marriage (compare the two “Probability of Trajectory” in Table 2B). 
This became less common in succeeding cohorts in favour of leaving the parental home 
first and spending a period of 3 to 4 years before marrying.  The trends in the timing of 
traversing the trajectories are similar to those of men, though at earlier ages for women. 
Like those of men, the mean age at completing the trajectory of women decreased over 
cohorts and the time spent with children became shorter. Further, the length of parenting 
is also higher for women who stayed in their parents’ home right through their wedding.  
 
 
F. Results of Single-Decrement Life Table Analysis: Timing of Family Cycle  by 
Social Status 
 
(In the analysis by social status, the number of cases varied considerably with more cases 
in the lower social statuses, thus, the estimates for the high social status are subject to 
greater sampling error.) 
 
In general, men belonging to lower social status started their family life cycle earlier but 
ended them later. For example, as shown in Table 3, a man born in 1926-30 to a poor 
family started working at 17 years, married at 26, became a parent at 28, his wife had 
children until he was 36, and he lived with children until he was 60. In contrast, a man 
from a high social status family started work at 22, married at almost 27, became a parent 
at 29, but all his children have left home by the time he reached 58.  The only exception 
to this trend is the 1931-35 birth cohort – a man from a high social status family went 
through the various family events at later ages including the age at home-leaving of last 
child.  
 
A similar trend of later ages at experience of family phases among those with high social 
status holds true for women as well from start of regular work to age at beginning of 
motherhood. For subsequent phases, especially for women born after 1930, women’s 
duration of child-bearing declined with social status, an indicator of less number of 
children among those with higher social status. The trend by social status of age at 
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completion of family contraction (or home-leaving of last child) is not clear for women; 
we thus turn to results from the trajectory analysis that seems to point to clearer trends. 
 
 
G. Results of Trajectory Analysis by Social Status 
 
The most common trajectory – that is, Home-leaving (or launching) →  First Marriage 
(formation) →  First Birth (extension) →  Last Birth (completed extension) →  Home-
leaving of First Child (contraction) →  Home-leaving of Last Child (completed 
contraction) – is followed by high proportion of higher status men (40% in the high as 
against 30% in the low for the 1926-35 birth cohort), an indication that they are better 
able to go through a more normative life course (Table 4A). In general, higher status men 
go through the various phases of family life at higher ages but they still end up living 
with children for shorter duration (refer to the row on “Probability of Trajectory/ Mean 
Age at Completion of Transition” and “Length of Parenting” in Table 4A).  
 
The second most common trajectory wherein marriage precedes home-leaving is 
followed by lower proportion of men in both birth cohorts for all social statuses. But like 
the first trajectory, in general, men with high social status go through the family life cycle 
at older ages and still have shorter duration of parenting.  
 
Women with higher social status generally start family formation later but have shorter 
period of child-bearing. These two contrasting trends result to ages at home-leaving of 
last child that do not differ very much by social status (except for the second trajectory of 
1926-35 birth cohort) but do lead to generally shorter duration of living with children 
among those belonging to high social status (Table 4B).  
 
 
H. Conclusion 
 
Before the 1980s, demographers made considerable effort at describing the various stages 
of family life using census data at different time points and using various indirect 
methods of estimation. This type of work was pursued to credible results by Glick and 
associates for the United States, and similar work was done for Canada by Rodgers and 
Witney (1981). By the 1980s, however, their data and methods of estimation were 
criticized and the use of biographical data and more sophisticated techniques of 
estimation were proposed (see articles in Bongaarts, Burch and Wachter, 1987).  
Ironically, while techniques and facilities for estimation, and biographical data have 
become available -- in Canada, for example, retrospective data on various life events 
have been collected in the General Social Surveys of 1990, 1995, and 2001) -- there does 
not seem much interest in family life cycle any longer. This is mainly because the family 
life cycle has dramatically changed since the 1960s. The modern nuclear family that is 
described by the family cycle has been altered with no one predominating model to take 
its place.  
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In place of the family cycle concept, life course has become a dominant framework for 
analysis not only in academic milieu but in policy circles as well. Social Development 
Canada and the Policy Research Initiative have adopted the life course around which 
various policies such as those relating to families and aging could be discussed and 
developed. Life course framework is useful for viewing the impact of say, change in 
fertility or change in the patterns of children’s home-leaving, on the lives of the parents 
and children themselves. It does seem imperative to get back to making estimates as to 
timing of the various family life stages earlier identified by Glick but now viewed as 
stages in individual’s life course. 
 
In this paper, we estimated the ages at various phases of family life of men and women 
born from 1926-45 because looking at the life course of an individual through a nuclear 
family lens is still useful for the these cohorts who have formed their families before the 
major changes to families became widespread. This study documents the timing and 
trajectories from early life events such as start of regular work, home-leaving, and family 
formation to later life events culminating in completed family contraction (popularly 
referred to as empty-nesting),  and how these have changed over cohorts born over a 
period of 20 years. We have also shown that these timings and trajectories differ by 
family social status.  
 
We take these estimates as useful benchmark to view the changes in the life course of 
younger cohorts many of whom have now experienced separation and divorce, 
cohabitation and child-bearing in common law unions, and re-marriages. Our findings, 
for example, showed that over cohorts, the length of time spent living with children has 
decreased mainly due to the fewer children in the younger cohorts. Will this trend 
continue or will the longer stay in parental homes of today’s children alter the life course 
of subsequent cohorts of parents? With the increasing numbers who have now 
experienced divorce and re-marriage, could we now identify a few life course trajectories 
with phases for which estimation of timing could be done? What types of data should we 
collect and how should we collect them? In recent years, there has been a trend in favour 
of collecting prospective longitudinal data. Would this be useful or would it not be better 
to continue collecting retrospective information as has been done through the General 
Social Surveys? 
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5-Year
Age
 Groups Work Start Home-Leav First Marr. Parenthood Last Birth F Child HL L Child HL Retirement
1926-30 17.9 22.3 25.9 28.4 36.3 50.0 58.9 65.7
1931-35 18.0 21.3 25.5 28.1 35.0 48.5 56.9 64.5
1936-40 18.4 21.7 25.2 27.7 33.9 48.8 54.7 65.1
1941-45 19.2 21.9 24.6 28.5 33.7 50.7 55.0
Work Start Home-Leav First Marr. Parenthood Last Birth F Child HL L Child HL Retirement
1926-30 17.9 4.4 3.6 2.5 7.9 13.7 8.9 6.7
1931-35 18.0 3.3 4.2 2.6 6.9 13.5 8.4 7.5
1936-40 18.4 3.4 3.4 2.6 6.2 14.9 5.9 10.3
1941-45 19.2 2.7 2.8 3.9 5.2 17.0 4.3
5-Year
Age
 Groups Work Start Home-Leav First Marr. Parenthood Last Birth F Child HL L Child HL
1926-30 19.4 20.9 22.7 25.2 34.6 46.1 55.7
1931-35 20.2 20.5 22.2 24.3 32.5 45.1 54.1
1936-40 19.0 19.9 21.8 23.6 30.8 44.5 53.5
1941-45 19.9 20.4 22.2 23.8 29.8 45.6 51.9
Work Start Home-Leav First Marr. Parenthood Last Birth F Child HL L Child HL
1926-30 19.4 1.4 1.8 2.5 9.4 11.5 9.6
1931-35 20.2 0.3 1.7 2.1 8.1 12.7 8.9
1936-40 19.0 0.9 1.8 1.8 7.2 13.7 9.0
1941-45 19.9 0.5 1.8 1.6 5.9 15.8 6.3
Duration (number of years) between previous and current event
Table 1: Median Age at Start of Life Events and Duration between Previous and Current Events
By Gender, 1926-1945 Birth Cohorts
Median Ages at Start of Life Events
Median Ages at Start of Life Events
Females
Males
Duration (number of years) between previous and current event
Figure 1A: Median Age at Life Course Events, Males
 Canada, 2001 General Social Survey
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Figure 1B: Median Age at Life Course Events, Females
 Canada, 2001 General Social Survey
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Work Start Home-Leav First Marr. Parenthood Last Birth F Child HL L Child HL
N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. 
First Transitions
A. Origin to Home-Leaving 228 0.606 21.0 308 0.682 21.1 334 0.635 20.7 415 0.612 20.5
B. Origin to First Marriage 123 0.327 25.3 122 0.269 23.7 167 0.318 23.5 235 0.347 24.3
D. Origin to First Birth 18 0.049 20.6 18 0.040 23.0 21 0.039 20.9 19 0.027 23.3
Final Transtions to Empty-Nest
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 228 0.606 21.0 308 0.682 21.1 334 0.635 20.7 415 0.612 20.5
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 185 0.818 5.6 252 0.831 5.9 278 0.840 5.0 343 0.839 5.1
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 132 0.712 1.8 194 0.776 2.1 201 0.722 1.7 230 0.675 2.5
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 128 0.971 7.1 189 0.978 5.9 188 0.937 4.9 218 0.948 4.4
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 109 0.870 12.7 145 0.794 13.3 124 0.682 14.9 128 0.644 14.9
(vi) Home-L of FChild to 
Home-L of Last Child 108 0.996 8.4 141 0.982 7.5 121 0.995 5.8 124 0.987 5.2
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.297 56.6 0.335 55.8 0.245 53.1 0.209 52.6
Length of Parenting 28.2 26.7 25.7 24.5
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 123 0.327 25.3 122 0.269 23.7 167 0.318 23.5 235 0.347 24.3
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 99 0.802 1.8 102 0.837 0.6 134 0.808 0.6 199 0.851 0.7
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 74 0.751 1.9 85 0.833 1.7 111 0.829 1.7 146 0.736 2.4
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 73 0.999 7.2 80 0.944 6.1 108 0.970 6.0 137 0.939 4.4
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 55 0.752 12.8 60 0.760 13.7 82 0.758 14.5 80 0.642 16.5
(vi) Home-L of FChild to 
Home-L of Last Child 52 0.963 8.9 59 0.994 8.9 79 0.988 7.3 78 1.000 5.8
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.142 58.0 0.133 54.8 0.155 53.6 0.131 54.0
Length of Parenting 29.0 28.7 27.8 26.6
Total of Final Probabilities of Transition to 
empty-nest 0.44 0.47 0.40 0.34
N -- number of cases; Prob. -- Probability of Transition;  Dur. -- Mean years of stay in the state before transition
Table 2A: Probabilities and Mean Duration of Life Course Trajectories 
By 5-Year Birth Cohort,  Men, 1926-45  Birth Cohort, 2001 General Social Survey
1926-30 1931-35 1936-40 1941-45
N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. 
First Transitions
A. Origin to Home-Leaving 264 0.471 20.9 281 0.472 20.1 356 0.517 19.9 461 0.524 20.0
B. Origin to First Marriage 259 0.461 21.7 265 0.446 20.7 293 0.426 20.7 367 0.417 21.0
D. Origin to First Birth 26 0.046 19.1 35 0.059 28.8 31 0.045 17.6 38 0.043 18.6
Final Transtions to Empty-Nest
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 264 0.471 20.9 281 0.472 20.1 356 0.517 19.9 461 0.524 20.0
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 213 0.820 4.0 232 0.839 4.1 299 0.856 3.4 383 0.839 3.3
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 169 0.795 1.6 179 0.770 1.3 235 0.786 1.4 284 0.742 1.5
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 162 0.960 8.2 171 0.959 7.4 221 0.944 6.1 279 0.985 5.0
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 143 0.884 11.1 146 0.854 11.8 192 0.885 13.9 210 0.794 14.8
(vi) Home-L of FChild to 
Home-L of Last Child 137 0.990 9.3 143 0.997 8.2 185 0.995 7.3 209 1.000 6.1
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.257 55.2 0.249 52.9 0.289 52.1 0.255 50.8
Length of Parenting 28.6 27.4 27.3 25.9
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 259 0.461 21.7 265 0.446 20.7 293 0.426 20.7 367 0.417 21.0
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 235 0.906 0.2 236 0.890 0.2 264 0.901 0.2 324 0.883 0.1
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 203 0.866 2.1 191 0.810 1.7 219 0.829 1.2 270 0.833 1.6
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 199 0.979 7.9 182 0.953 7.5 215 0.981 6.7 264 0.978 5.3
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 160 0.815 12.3 152 0.836 13.0 183 0.856 13.4 202 0.806 15.5
(vi) Home-L of FChild to 
Home-L of Last Child 158 0.996 9.0 150 0.998 9.1 176 0.980 8.4 195 0.993 6.7
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.287 53.1 0.256 52.0 0.262 50.5 0.240 50.1
Length of Parenting 29.2 29.5 28.5 27.5
Total of Final Probabilities of Transition to 
empty-nest 0.54 0.50 0.55 0.49
N -- number of cases; Prob. -- Probability of Transition; Dur. -- Mean years of stay in the state before transition
By 5-Year Birth Cohort,  Women, 1926-45  Birth Cohort, 2001 General Social Survey
1941-451926-30 1931-35 1936-40 
Table 2B: Probabilities and Mean Duration of Life Course Trajectories 
Males
Low Middle High Low Middle High Low Middle High Low Middle High
Work Start 17.4 18.6 22.4 17.7 18.2 22.9 17.5 19.2 24.6 18.1 19.7 22.6
Home-Leav 22.1 22.8 22.2 21.1 21.0 23.6 21.5 21.9 22.3 21.6 22.0 21.6
First Union 25.7 26.2 26.7 24.9 25.3 31.2 25.4 24.5 26.6 24.0 24.7 25.1
First Marr. 25.7 26.2 26.7 24.9 25.9 31.2 25.5 24.6 26.6 24.0 24.8 25.7
Parenthood 28.0 28.5 28.9 27.6 28.3 33.4 27.9 27.0 28.9 27.9 28.7 29.3
Last Birth 36.1 36.4 37.4 35.2 34.4 41.2 33.8 33.9 34.8 33.0 34.4 32.7
F Child HL 50.6 49.7 48.6 48.2 49.0 55.9 49.4 48.3 48.7 49.8 52.0 49.5
L Child HL 60.0 58.6 57.7 56.3 57.9 60.7 55.4 54.4 51.1 54.1 55.3 52.5
Females
Low Middle High Low Middle High Low Middle High Low Middle High
Work Start 19.1 19.6 21.8 20.5 19.7 21.0 19.0 18.8 22.7 18.9 20.3 21.5
Home-Leav 20.6 21.3 23.0 19.9 21.2 22.0 19.7 19.9 22.5 19.7 20.5 22.0
First Union 22.4 23.0 23.6 22.1 22.2 23.0 21.8 21.4 23.6 21.5 22.5 23.9
First Marr. 22.4 23.0 23.6 22.2 22.2 23.0 21.8 21.4 23.6 21.6 22.5 23.9
Parenthood 24.8 26.1 25.6 24.0 24.4 25.8 23.4 23.6 25.2 23.1 23.2 26.7
Last Birth 34.8 34.0 36.2 32.9 32.1 31.7 31.4 29.9 30.7 29.7 29.5 31.6
F Child HL 45.6 46.4 46.4 45.4 44.2 46.5 44.7 43.9 46.5 44.6 45.9 50.0
L Child HL 55.5 55.7 58.0 54.9 52.5 52.5 53.9 52.9 53.9 51.6 52.0 54.1
Table 3: Median Ages at Life Course Transitions, By 5-Year Age Groups and Social Status
1926-30 1931-35 1936-40 1941-45
By Gender, 1926-1945 Birth Cohorts
1926-30 1931-35 1936-40 1941-45
N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. 
1926-35
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 332 0.623 21.1 178 0.679 20.8 27 0.781 21.8
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 264 0.805 5.6 152 0.859 5.7 23 0.871 8.0
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 200 0.765 1.9 111 0.733 1.8 15 0.645 1.9
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 196 0.979 6.2 107 0.963 6.7 15 1.000 6.3
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 153 0.814 13.6 88 0.848 12.7 13 0.907 13.0
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 148 0.978 7.5 88 1.000 8.5 13 1.000 7.5
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.299 56.0 0.349 56.2 0.398 58.5
Length of Parenting 27.3 27.9 26.8
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 165 0.309 24.1 73 0.280 25.1 7 0.203 28.8
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 130 0.792 1.4 64 0.874 1.1 7 0.941 0.3
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 98 0.759 1.7 53 0.838 1.8 7 1.000 2.4
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 98 1.000 7.2 49 0.910 5.6 7 1.000 5.7
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 74 0.766 12.5 36 0.742 14.5 5 0.698 16.4
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 71 0.976 9.3 35 0.989 8.8 5 1.000 4.3
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.139 56.2 0.137 56.9 0.133 57.8
Length of Parenting 29.0 28.9 26.4
Total Final Prob. of Transition to Empty Nest 0.437 0.486 0.531
1936-45
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 342 0.6166 20.7 348 0.602 20.5 59 0.829 21.1
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 282 0.8366 5.4 288 0.839 4.7 50 0.870 5.5
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 191 0.6773 1.7 203 0.706 2.5 37 0.753 2.6
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 180 0.9464 4.6 191 0.942 4.8 35 0.932 4.1
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 116 0.664 14.3 118 0.679 15.3 19 0.595 16.5
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 113 0.989 5.9 113 0.987 5.4 19 1.000 3.8
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.217 52.6 0.225 53.1 0.301 53.6
Length of Parenting 24.8 25.4 24.4
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 188 0.3394 23.8 203 0.351 24.2 11 0.153 24.1
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 144 0.777 1.0 180 0.883 0.4 10 0.910 0.9
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 113 0.7914 2.0 136 0.758 2.2 8 0.762 2.1
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 106 0.9352 5.4 132 0.970 4.9 7 0.896 4.5
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 69 0.6814 15.3 88 0.717 15.8 4 0.640 15.9
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 68 1.000 7.0 86 0.987 6.2 4 0.931 4.7
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.133 54.4 0.161 53.7 0.057 52.1
Length of Parenting 27.7 26.9 25.1
Total Final Prob. of Transition to Empty Nest 0.350 0.386 0.358
N -- number of cases; Prob. -- Probability of Transition; 
Dur. -- Mean years of stay in the state before transition
Table 4A: Probabilities and Mean Duration of Trajectories to Empty Nest
By Social Status,  Men, 1926-35 and 1936-45 Birth Cohorts, 2001 General Social Survey
Low Middle High
N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. N Prob. Dur. 
1926-35
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 324 0.476 20.5 202 0.475 20.5 19 0.392 21.0
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 260 0.817 4.1 168 0.843 3.9 17 0.891 4.6
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 199 0.765 1.3 136 0.809 1.8 13 0.768 1.2
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 195 0.978 8.5 126 0.928 6.7 13 1.000 7.0
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 164 0.842 10.6 113 0.898 12.7 13 1.000 12.0
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 157 0.998 9.5 110 0.986 7.7 13 1.000 8.7
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.244 54.5 0.266 53.2 0.268 54.5
Length of Parenting 28.6 27.1 27.8
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 297 0.435 20.8 198 0.467 21.5 29 0.598 22.3
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 267 0.897 0.2 176 0.888 0.1 28 0.972 0.4
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 229 0.859 1.9 142 0.809 1.9 23 0.814 1.8
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 219 0.958 8.4 140 0.983 6.8 22 0.951 6.6
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 170 0.790 12.0 120 0.860 13.5 22 1.000 18.1
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 167 0.996 9.4 120 1.000 8.4 21 0.986 9.4
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.253 52.8 0.283 52.1 0.444 58.5
Length of Parenting 29.9 28.6 34.1
Total Final Prob. of Transition to Empty Nest 0.497 0.550 0.712
1936-45
A. O - HomeL- FMarr- FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin  to Home-Leaving 383 0.510 19.4 376 0.521 20.4 57 0.615 22.0
(ii) Home-Leaving to First Marriage 325 0.863 3.6 307 0.826 3.4 51 0.909 2.5
(iii) First Marriage to First Birth 242 0.750 1.4 235 0.766 1.5 41 0.806 1.7
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 231 0.953 5.9 230 0.979 5.2 40 0.978 4.7
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 196 0.869 13.9 180 0.823 14.9 27 0.683 14.5
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 193 1.000 7.0 174 0.995 6.3 27 1.000 6.1
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.273 51.2 0.264 51.8 0.301 51.5
Length of Parenting 26.8 26.5 25.3
B. O -  FMarr- HomeL-FBirth-Lbirth-FHomeL-LHomeL
(I) Origin   to First Marriage 319 0.423 20.6 309 0.427 21.0 33 0.355 22.2
(ii)  First Marriage to Home-Leaving 292 0.916 0.1 268 0.870 0.1 28 0.841 0.1
(iii) Home-Leaving to First Birth 245 0.839 1.2 222 0.827 1.5 22 0.796 1.4
(iv) First Birth to Last Birth 241 0.985 6.6 216 0.974 5.3 21 0.971 4.5
(v) Last Birth to Home-L of FChild 190 0.803 13.8 174 0.844 15.2 20 0.938 16.3
(vi) Home-L of FC to Home-L of LC 182 0.979 7.8 169 0.994 7.4 20 1.000 5.2
Probability  of trajectory / Mean Age at
Completion of Transition 0.252 50.2 0.251 50.5 0.216 49.7
Length of Parenting 28.2 27.8 26.0
Total Final Prob. of Transition to Empty Nest 0.525 0.515 0.517
N -- number of cases; Prob. -- Probability of Transition; 
Dur. -- Mean years of stay in the state before transition
Table 4B: Probabilities and Mean Duration of Trajectories to Empty Nest
By Social Status,  Women, 1926-35 and 1936-45  Birth Cohorts, 2001 General Social Survey
Low Middle High
